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FULL COMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 1140, H. R. 9188, AND H. R. 5809 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C., August 13,1957. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Overton Brooks, presiding. 

Mr. Brooks. The committee will please come to order. 

Mr. Smart, will you check to see if we have a quorum present ? 

Mr. Smart. Yes, sir; we have a quorum. 

Mr. Brooks. We have two bills to consider. I might say that the 
chairman of the committee is due back tomorrow. He wants to get 
these two bills out of the way before the close of this session of 
Congress. 

First we will consider H. R. 1140 by Mr. Hardy, a bill to amend 
Public Law 314, 78th Congress, to provide that retired reservists may 
may waive receipt of a portion of their retired pay. 

Mr. H: indy, do you wish to explain your bill ? 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I believe I would prefer to have Mr. 
Blandford explain the bill. Some further action has been taken on 
this bill and it was necessary to do a considerable amount of amending 
of the bill. 

Mr. Kiwway. Strictly technical, Mr. Chairman. What this bill does 
is this: 

At the present time the Regular members of the services have the 
right to waive a portion of their retired pay and to accept the exact 
equivalent from the Veterans’ Administration. They get neither more 
nor less by doing so. 

However, on that portion which they receive from the Veterans’ 
Administration they not subject to income tax. 

At the present time Regulars can do that and they do it. This would 
permit Reserve per sonnel to do exactly what the Regulars are now 
doing. 

It becomes technical because there is a law which will go into effect 
on January 1, 1958, Public Law 85-56, which repeals the provi ision for 
the statute that this was supposed to amend, but that is purely 
technical. 

Mr. Brooxs. The bill was considered by your subcommittee, Mr. 
Kilday ? 

Mr. Kitpay. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. Your subcommittee approved it unanimously ? 

Mr. Kiipay. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. The whole purpose of the bill is to promote equity 
between the Reserves and Regulars. 

Mr. Brooks. Any witnesses ? 

Mr. Biranprorp. No, sir. The bill has to be amended to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and amend the title. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Motion should be made by the chairman of the sub- 
committee. 

Mr. Kixpay. I so move. 

Mr. Brooks. You make a motion that we strike out everything 
after the enacting clause and substitute the language as set forth in 
H. R. 1140? 

Mr. Kurpay. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is there any objection to that motion ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Kilday, do. you move that the bill be favorably reported to the 
House ¢ 

Mr. Kirpay. I so move. 

Mr. Bares. I second the motion. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the motion and second. 

All in favor signify by saying “aye” ; opposed, “no.” 

The bill is fav orably repor ted. 

Mr. Hardy, this is your bill, and if Mr. Kilday does not object I 
will ask Mr. Hardy to report the bill on the floor. 

We have another bill before us, H, R. 9188. Ihave a memorandum 
here prepared for me by the committee counsel. 

The statement reads as follows: 

We have one bill to be heard this morning, H. R. 9188 relating to 
some property previously conveyed to the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts by the United States. 

Briefly stated, the Secretary of the Navy conveyed the Castle 
Island terminal facility in South Boston to the Comonwealth of 
Massachusetts pursuant to a law passed in 1951. The Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, in turn, conveyed certain other property to the 
United States. 

The law and the conveyance provided that the United States would 
have the right to use this property in time of war or national emer- 
gency. This bill would require the Government to pay fair market 
rental for any improvements made by the Commonwealth after the 
passage of this bill. 

I want to point out that in addition to a copy of the bill each 
member has before him a typewritten sheet of the original law. The 
underlined portion of it is the change which this bill would make in 
that law. 

I understand that the Navy is represented by Mr. Wilfred Tiencken 
and Mr. Larry Wright and that the State of Massachusetts is repre- 
sented by Mr. Frank Orfanello. 

That is the statement. Suppose we hear first from the Navy 
witnesses. 

Mr. Tiencken, will you step forward, please ? 

Do you have a pre pared statement ? 

Mr. Tienoxen. No, sir; Mr. Chairman. I do not have a prepared 
statement. 

We in the Navy have received this bill. We are not sponsoring the 
bill but we do wish to comment on it. 

We are in favor of the proposals as they are presented. That is the 
purpose of the bill, to encourage the development of this port facility. 

We have a few minor suggestions on the method of payment for the 
use of the property in the event of national emergency. 
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Mr, Brooxs. What are those suggestions? 

Mr. TrencKken. The bill as it is written provides that we should pay 
the rental for the use of the property. We would like to suggest that 
it be amended to read: “For the use of the property used by the Navy,” 
rather than for the whole; and, secondly, that the fair rental reflect in 
it any amounts of money that are paid by the Government for long- 
term maintenance during the period of occupancy. 

Mr. Brooks. What do you mean by that ? 

Mr. Tiencken. Maintenance which is really in the form of capital 
repair. For instance, we have the placing of new roofs on buildings. 
If that were done it is normally done by the lessor. 

This bill provides that should be done by the Government. We 
would like to have that credit reflected in the rental payment. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you think that should be part of the bill or just 
part of the report ¢ 

Mr. TrencKeNn. It could be part of the instrument that is prepared 
as a result of this bill, Mr. Chairman. We just wanted to point out 
the position of the Navy with respect to that particular phase of it. 

Mr. Brooxs. This bill merely changes the proviso so that in the 
event the property is taken over by the United States in the future a 
fair rental value would be paid for the improvements placed on the 
property. That is all the bill does. Is that right? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes; after the enactment of this bill, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. So there would be a fair rental value of improvements 
placed on the property after the enactment of the present bill, and 
not other improvements. 

Mr. TrencKen. Not on the original properties. 

Mr. Brooks. Qestions? 

Mr. Putiein. You are proposing the two amendments to the bill? 

Mr. TreENcCKEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puiipry. You merely incorporated your proposals in the report 
and that would be agreeable to the Navy ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Rivers? 

Mr. Rivers. I will yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. Bares. What do you mean by “use” ? 

Mr. Tiencken. This property is fairly large property. It would be 
in the nature of a large shipping terminal. It 1s conceivable that the 
Government may have a requirement for only part of the development 
put in there. 

Under the terms of the bill we would be required to pay rent for the 
whole of those improvements that are put in subsequent to the present 
time. 

We feel if we do not use them we should not be paying rental on 
property that is not being used by the Navy. 

Mr. Bares. If you do not actually use the property then it would 
be available for others to use it ? 

Mr. Trencken. If it were available for others to use it we feel we 
should not be paying rent. 

Mr. Bares. But you will not have any security requirements that 
would preclude the use of this property by others ? 

Mr. Trencken. I think if we were to require it for security pur- 
poses and require the closing of an area to prevent its use by the port 





3742 





authority, then the Navy would be agreeable to paying rent on that 
portion which they deprive the State from using. 

Mr. Purrern. If the Navy takes the property and uses it you are 
willing to compensate for it. 

Mr. Trencken. That is right. 

Mr. Purser. If they do not, you do not want to be obligated to 
compensate for it. Is that correct / 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Is this the normal procedure for the exchange of real 
estate ¢ 

Mr. Trenckxen. Yes; I think you can say that it has a precedent 
in the use of airport property, where airport property is made avail- 
able to States, cities, communities, and they put improvements on 
the land. 

The Government there has obligated itself to pay rent for the im- 
provements put on after the property is conveyed. 

Mr. Rivers. Then you sign an instrument with the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts. Will that contain a recapture clause ? 

Mr. Trencken. The present instrument we have now does contain 
a recapture clause. This would be a modification of that agreement. 

Mr. Rivers. When this bill is passed would it require further ac- 
tion by the subcommittee on disposal ? 

Mr. Trencken. I do not believe it would. 

Mr. Rivers. This would give you the right to negotiate with the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts ? 

Mr. Trencxen. I believe so. At the present time there is no pres- 
ent use which would require the payment of any rent by the Navy. 
It would be only when the emergency developed that we would have 
the charge of $25,000 or upward which would necessitate coming in 
to the committee at that time. 

Mr. Rivers. I wanted the record to show that. It gives you the 
right now in the event we pass this to negotiate directly with the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Trencken. That is correct. 

Mr. Puirein. There is no present right vested in the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts but only a contingent right provided by the 
bill, dependent on the Navy’s taking this property and using it. Is 
that right, Mr. Smart ? 

Mr. Smarr. Under conveyance there would be, Mr. Philbin, vested 
rights in the Commonwealth. Then the contingency lies with the 
Navy in the ev ent of a national emergency. 

Mr. Puteri. This does not contemplate conveyance. 

Mr. Smarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Putter. It controls taking and use by the Government ? 

Mr. Smarr. Outright conveyance without consideration to the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Otherwise they could not enter 
into leasing arrangements whereby the warehousing and things that 
are to be built could be built. 

Mr. Putter. Of course, conditioned upon obtaining this. It does 
not go into effect yet. ‘There has first to be a taking and then a using. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Smart. That is right. 
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Mr, Brooks. This.is merely a changing of the terms of the recap- 
ture clause. If it is recaptured we pay a fair rental for a portion of 
the improvements made. 

Mr. Rivers. How can you call that transfer of a fee ? 

Mr. Trenckren. Conveyance already has been made. 

Mr. Brooks. Further questions? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The bill states “in exchange for certain other 
lands,” 

Mr. TrenckeN. The original bill did that, Mr. Van Zandt. Those 
conveyances have been made by the Commonwealth to the Navy. 

Mr. Brooks. Further questions / 

If not we certainly thank you. 

We have another witness now, Mr. Wright. 

Mr. Trencken. Mr. Wright 1 is with me. 

Mr. Brooxs. You are with Mr. Tiencken ? 

Mr. Wricut. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. The Navy does not interpose any objection to this 
change? 

Mr. Wricur. Exe ept as Mr. Tiencken indicated. 

Mr. Brooks, You have precedents in other cases of this sort 

Mr. Wricur. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. There is no expense involved in the change ? 

Mr. Wricur. There is no expense involved except the requirement 
that we pay rental in the event we recapture. 

Mr. Brooks. Questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not we certainly thank you for appearing. 

Mr. Orfanello is with us from the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts, 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Orfanello / 

Mr. OrFaNne.o. I have not, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Frank Orfanello. 

Mr. Brooks. You are with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts ? 

Mr. OrraNe.o. Yes, sir; acting in behalf of the Port Authority of 
Boston. 

Mr. Brooks. You are familiar with this property and the bill ? 

Mr. OrraneE.io. Thoroughly familiar with the bill, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Give us your ideas. 

Mr. Orranevlo. If I may give you a chronological history of this 
legislation and the act, I will proceed from there. 

"The Commonwealth of Massachusetts conveyed at the time to the 
Navy approximately 30 acres of land that the Navy needed in Massa- 
chusetts. At the time of the Castle Island taking, so-called, the 
United States Government merely owned 18 acres of that land. The 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts owned 76 acres. The city of Boston 
owned 6 acres. We acquired the 6 acres from the city of Boston. 

The United States Government was in on a permit w rhich would have 
expired in 1961. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts would have acquired all that 
land with the improvements in 1961 without any legislation on the 
part of the Congress of the United States. 
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Since we took this property, the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts floated a bond issued for us, and we have spent on 
the property up to this point $1,200,000. 

We cannot maintain this terminal the way the Government wants 
us to maintain it without aid from the legislature because we have 
private enterprises that want to go in on this land and imvest con- 
siderable sums of money to improve this property and make it a 
modern, up-to-date marine terminal so that in case of war or national 
emergency the Government will have a modern terminal. 

This is for the benefit as much for the Commonwealth as it is for 
the United States Government. 

I have here in my hand a number of brochures that will show you 
this terminal. I would like to offer it to the chairman so that he 
may see it. 

Mr. Brooks. I think we are pretty well familiar with this. This 
has been up before the committee before. 

Mr. OrFane.o. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Tell us something about the improvements and other 
changes that are anticipated. 

Mr. Orraneio. No. 1, the fender system has to be renovated. That 
will cost anywhere from $1 million upward, as I understand it. 

We want to build a dry kiln shed for lumber there. That will cost 
a couple hundred thousand dollars. 

We have to put in a whole new system for water because at the 
present time we do not have sufficient pressure. If we ever had a fire 
there it would be catastrophic. 

We have to modernize this terminal from time to time. 

Luchenbach Steamship Co. wants to build an additional warehouse 
there, or perhaps a number of them. We have to put an administra- 
tion building in there. We have no administration building there 
now. 

We have to put in adequate facilities for eating, and so forth, for 
the personnel who work there. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Brooks. The State government will spend a huge sum of 
money on the terminal. 

Mr. Orranewvo. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Before you do that you want to be assured of your 
standing. 

Mr. Orrane.yo. That is right. 

Might I comment upon the suggestion of the Navy on the question 
of pay for what they take. 

That is a very delicate matter, Mr. Chairman. I know that the 
United States Government wants to do equity to the C ommonwealth 
of Massachusetts. May I suggest, sir, that the way the N avy wants 
it they could take the entire waterfront, or take all of our pier area, 
which is 4,200 feet in length, and leave us the backlands, and all they 
would pay for is the pier ‘and we would have nothing. 

In other words, our income would stop immediately because with- 
out the pier, sir, there would be no use. 

Mr. Brooks. You heard the suggestions made by the Navy. Have 
you any objection to those suggestions ? 

Mr. Orranetwo. Merely this, sir: I think the way the Navy has 
stated it, that the use and control should be so defined that it will 
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not negate the use of the facilities for private enterprise, would be alk 
right. 

In other words, at the present time we have allowed the Coast 
Guard to use 700 feet of these piers at this time without cost. We do 
not charge them anything. 

Assuming the Navy came in tomorrow and took the remaining 

3,500 feet. of that pier, the rest of the island is no good. The termi- 
nal is no good to anybody because if we do not have access to the 
piers, sir, it is of no use as a marine terminal. 

Mr. Brooxs. It would be the same as taking the terminal. 

Mr. Orranet.o. That is correct, sir. 

I believe the bill as it is written is a proper bill, and that the rest 
of the matters as to fair rental are a matter of negotiation if and 
when, and I hope, sir, the occasion never shall arise. 

However, if the occasion should arise I believe it is a matter which 
has gone on before and should be a matter of negotiation between the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the United States Government. 

This is a little different from the private individuals and the Gov- 
ernment dealing together. This is a sovereign State and the Govern- 
ment, and I believe- 

Mr. Brooks. I think we all understand your problem there, and I 
think the committee is sympathetic to your position here. 

Mr. Orranecio. And we are very grateful, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions ¢ 

Mr. Pure. I would like to complement Mr. Orfanello on his 
excellent presentation. 

The committee understands the situation and if there are no fur- 
ther questions I would like to move that the bill be favorably 
reported. 

Mr. Rivers. I second the motion. 

Mr. Brooks. There are some amendments in the rewritten bill. 

Mr. Ke.iener. Merely clarifying amendments. 

In the first instance the title would be amended to read as follows: 

“To amend the act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to trans- 
fer,” and so forth. 

Mr. Brooks. Any objection to the changes in the title? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. [f not, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Ketiener. Lines 3 through 7 and all of line 8 up to and in- 
cluding the word “that” would “be stricken, and the following lan- 
guage inserted : 
That section 2 of the Act of October 27, 1951, chapter 590 (65 Stat. 658) is 
amended by inserting after the word * ‘grantee” at the end of clause (b) the 
words “but the United States shall pay a fair rental’— 


and the rest of the bill remains as is. 
Mr. Brooks. Further changes ¢ 
Mr. Ketrtener. Those are the suggested amendments by the Navy. 
Mr. Brooks. Anything further down to the Navy amendments? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Brooks. Will you read the Navy amendments, Mr, Kelleher? 
Mr. Ketxiener. On page 2, line 1 
Mr. Harpy. The Navy is agreeable to having those put into the 
report. 
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Mz. Brooks. The Navy has no objection to having those amend- 
ments put into the report ? 

Mr. Trenckxen. We merely wanted to point up for the committee 
and for the future in the event negotiations arose just what was con- 
sidered, and we feel if they are in the report the report can be used in 
subsequent negotiations if the property is taken over. 

Mr. Brooxs. They will be placed in the report, and Mr. Kelleher 
will take care of that. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Tiencken, you agree with what the witness has said 
relative to taking all of the piers and therefore excluding the rest 
of it? 

Mr, Trencken. We agree in principle that if we deprive them of 
the use of it and it cannot be used for any other purpose, in other 
words, if you have warehousing, it could be used as straight ware- 
housing, and we needed only the piers there would be a diligent effort 
on their part to find a tenant for that portion not being used. 

Otherwise they could just sit back and say, “You are making it 
unusable and therefore you should pay for the whole thing.” 

Mr. Bares. It would be subject to negotiation ? 

Mr. TrenckeNn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the bill read without the two Navy 
amendments which will be incorporated in the report. 

What is the pleasure of the committee ? 

Mr. Putrpin. I move the adoption. 

Mr. Bares. I second the motion. 

Mr. Brooks. Motion has been made and seconded to adopt the 
amended bill H. R. 9188 and that it be reported favorably to the 
House of Representatives. 

All in favor signify by saying “aye” ; opposed, “no.” 

It is so ordered. 

Further business to come before the committee ? 

Thank you very much for appearing, gentlemen. 

Mr, Burns. Mr. Chairman, I have a bill that I would like to call 
up along with a number of companion bills. I would like to speak on 
H. R. 5809. 

In this bill we have a report from the Department of the Navy 
which I think upon presentation to the committee will answer most 
of the questions on this bill [reads] : 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 5809, a bill to pro- 
vide for a U. 8. S. Arizona memorial at Pearl Harbor, T. H., has been assigned 
to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report 
thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The proposal would authorize the Secretary of the Navy to cooperate with 
the Pacific War Memorial Commission of Hawaii in developing a design for a 
U. S. S. Arizona memorial and museum at Pearl Harbor, T. H. The Pacific 
War Memorial Commission, an agency established by the Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii, is raising funds for the U. 8. S. Arizona memorial through 
a national subscription campaign which commenced on December 6, 1956. The 
commission contemplates transfer of the funds so raised to the Department of 
the Navy for the erection of the memorial on or near the hulk of the U, 8. S. 
Arizona in Pearl Harbor. The Department of the Navy desires to cooperate 
with the Pacific War Memorial Commission, but it has no authority to accept the 
funds to be provided by the commission nor does it have authority to erect or 
maintain memorials or monuments on Navy property. H. R. 5809 would provide 
the necessary authority. 

It is considered that the proposed memorial and museum would be a fitting 
tribute to the personnel of the U. 8S. 8S. Arizona who gave their lives during the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, and whose remains have 





3747 


not been and cannot be recovered from the hulk of the Arizona. It is considered 
that the: memorial would be of lasting historical significance and inspiration to 
Americans for generations to come. 

The Department of cg Navy, on behalf of the Department of Defense, sup- 
ports the concept of a U. 8. 8. Arizona memorial and will submit in the next few 
days to the Speaker of ‘ae House and the President of the Senate a proposal to 
construct an Arizona memorial as part of the Department of Defense legislative 
program for 1957. It is recommended that this Department of Defense proposal 
be enacted in lieu of H. R. 5809. 

As contemplated by both H. R. 5809 and the Department of Defense legisla- 
tive proposal, there will be no cost to the Government for the construction of the 
memorial and museum; however, there will be a small annual cost for main- 
tenance of the memorial. It is estimated that the cost will not exceed current 
expenditures for maintenance of the above-water portions of the U. S. 8. 
Arizona hulk. If the memorial is authorized, the above-water portions of the 
hulk presently requiring maintenance would be removed, and therefore, there 
would be no additional cost to the Government for the maintenance of the 
memorial. 


This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures shige ribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report on H. R. 5809 to the 
Congress. 

; (For the Secretary of the Navy.) 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, Mr. Burns. Do we have a 
Navy witness on this bill ? 

Mr. Smarr. Mr. Chairman, this report came in after the committee 
had started its meeting. There is no Navy witness here but the report 
speaks for itself. I would suggest, sir, that they have a suggested 
bill form, which is attached to this report, which will be precisely the 
same as the bill which they would have sent to the Speaker. 

The committee could accomplish the departmental measure by strik- 
ing all after ec enacting clause of the bill, inserting the suggested 
language of the Navy, and amending the title of the present bill. If 
that were done we would be in the same position as if this were a 
departmental measure. 

Mr. Rivers. I move we follow that procedure. 

(The motion was duly seconded. ) 

Mr. Brooks. What about this Pacific War Memorial Commission ? 
Would you put something in the record on that 

Mr. Burns. The Pacific War Memorial Commission was established 
by the Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii to build a memorial 
which would properly recognize and recall the outbreak of World 
War IT and the place Hawaii played in that particular affair. It has 
set up a coordinated plan for a memorial extending from the U.S. 38. 
Arizona to the cemetery in Punch Bowl which is the national memo- 
rial cemetery. 

Mr. Brooks. Part of the government of Hawaii ? 

Mr. Burns. It is an official instrument of the government of the 
Territory of Hawaii. 

Mr. Wiison. I wonder if we could hear the Department of Defense 
recommendations. 

Mr. Brooks. Read that, please. 

Mr. Smart (reading) : 

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Navy may— 

(1) accept contributions for the construction of a memorial and museum 


to be located on the hulk of the U. 8. 8S. Arizona or adjacent United States 
property in Pearl Harbor, Territory of Hawaii; 
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(2) authorize Navy activities to furnish material to the Pacifie War 
Memorial Commission for use in national promotion of a public subscription 
campaign to raise funds for a U. 8. 8S. Arizona memorial— 

In that connection I understand that a quarter of a million dollars 
is being raised by public subscription. 

Mr. Burns. That is right. 

Mr. Smart (reading) : 

(3) authorize Navy activities to assist in conceiving a design and in deter- 
mining the construction cost for the memorial ; 

(4) undertake construction of the memoria) and museum when sufficient 
funds have been subscribed for completion of the structure; and 

(5) provide for maintenance of the memorial and museum when com- 
pleted. 

Mr. Duruam. Why the difference from this? I see no difference 
whatever. They just suggest different language. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Mr. Chairman, two questions. We had the Amer- 
ican Battle Monuments Commission. Why should not this be part 
of the American Battle Monuments Commission program ? 

Mr. Burns. One, because it is on Navy property solely and totally. 
There was a difference of opinion which centered in the Bureau of 
the Budget on this and it took a little time before the Bureau of the 
Budget recommended this back to us. This bill has been back some 
time. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What are you going to do for the Utah? 

Mr. Burns. The Utah is not presently with us, I do not believe. 

Mr. Van Zanvt. The Utah is on the bottom alongside the Arizona; 
is that not right / 

Mr. Burns. They took that out. The only one there is the Arizona. 

Mr. Brooks. Most of the members of the committee have been on 
the Arizona. I wondered why there was not a memorial. 

Mr. Hupptestron. The cost of construction of this would not involve 
any expenditure by the Government. It would be entirely borne by 
private subscription ; is that right ? 

Mr. Burns. That is right. I might add one more thing for the 
committee. At the present time on the U. S. S. Avizona there are 
1,102 bodies of servicemen. That is their tomb and their grave. 
At the present time the maintenance is not sufficient to preserve the 
hulk from anything. It is corroding, rusting out, and falling apart. 
It is not a sufficient memorial to our people nor to December 7, 1941. 

Mr. Rivers. I move the bill be reported as amended. 

Mr. Bares. Second. 

Mr. Brooks. You have heard the motion to strike out everything 
after the enacting clause and substitute the Navy language to H. R. 
5809. 

All in favor say “aye” ; opposed, “no.” 

The motion is now made to report the amended bill favorably to 

the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Rivers. I so move. 

Mr. Brooxs. All in favor say “aye”; opposed, “no.” The ayes 
have it. 

Mr. Mixxer. Do we have to amend the title? 

Mr. Burns. Yes. 

Mr. Durnam. I move it be amended properly. 

Mr. Smarr. “To authorize construction of a U. S. S. Arizona me- 
morial at Pear] Harbor.” 
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Mr. Brooks. You have heard the motion to amend the title. Those 
in favor say “aye”; opposed, “no.” The ayes have it and the bill 
as amended will be reported to the House. 

Anything further to come before the committee? We will stand 
adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 10: 55 a. m., the committee adjourned. ) 
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